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SUBJECT: DRAFTING GROUP MEETING NO. 219, MAY 31, 1978 
(SALT TWO- 1771) 

REF: A. SALT TWO 1750 B. SALT TWO 1721 C. SALT TWO 
1766 

SUMMARY: US ASKED FOR FURTHER EXPLANATION OF SOVIET PRO- 
POSALS ON NEW TYPES OF ICBMS. SMOLIN RAISED QUESTIONS AS 
TO CUT-OFF DATE SELECTED BY US, AS WELL AS GIVING STANDARD 
SOVIET LINE ON NON- APPLICABILITY AND NON- VERIFIABILITY OF 
INITIAL WEIGHT AND TOTAL IMPULSE CRITERIA IN US NEW TYPES 
DEFINITION. US ALSO GAVE FURTHER EXPLANATION OF RELATION- 
SHIP, IN US VIEW, BETWEEN "CONSULTATIONS" AND "COOPERATIVE 
MEASURES" UNDER ARTICLE II.3 SUBPARA (C), IN ATTEMPT TO 
ESTABLISH EXTENT OF OVERLAP WITH SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR 
"CONSULTATIONS" RE FUTURE CMC'S. SMOLIN SAID SOVIETS 
FELT CONSULTATIONS SHOULD BE REQUIRED FOR INCLUSION OF 
FUTURE CMC'S IN ROUTINE SITUATIONS WHERE NO DISPUTES IN- 
VOLVED. SMOLIN REPEATED QUESTIONS RE US STATEMENT ON ALCM/ 

SRAM RACK INCOMPATIBILITY. SMOLIN ALSO QUESTIONED US ON 
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REFORMULATION FOR ARTICLE VI.5. END SUMMARY. 

NEW TYPES OF ICBM S 

1 . PEREZ REVIEWED US POSITION ON EXEMPTIONS' HE THEN 

ASKED FOR RATIONALE REGARDING FOLLOWING ASPECTS OF SOVIET 

PROPOSAL: 
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-SELECTION OF JAN. 1, 1977 AS CUT-OFF DATE; 

-OMISSION OF INITIAL WEIGHT AND TOTAL IMPULSE OF STAGES 
FROM DEFINITIONAL CRITERIA; 

-OMISSION OF ANY REFERENCE TO PBV'S 

-OMISSION OF CEILING ON TOTAL NUMBER OF RV'S ALLOWED ON 
EXISTING ICBM'S; 

-OMISSION OF PROVISION ALLOWING OFF-LOADING OF RV'S OR 
PENAIDS EVEN IF THIS BROUGHT ABOUT DECREASE GREATER THAN 
5 PERCENT IN LAUNCH OR THROW- WEIGHT. 

2. SMOLIN, CAVEATING RESPONSES AS "PRELIMINARY," SAID 
DEFINITION OF NEW TYPE OF ICBM SHOULD (A) MEET OBJECTIVE 
OF EFFECTIVELY LIMITING STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS AND, 
SPECIFICALLY, NEW TYPES OF ICBMS, (B) INCLUDE NO ELEMENTS 
GOING BEYOND THIS OBJECTIVE, AND (C) TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
PROCESS OF MODERNIZATION, WHICH "CANNOT BUT TAKE PLACE." 
THESE CONSIDERATIONS HAD PRODUCED TWO CENTRAL ELEMENTS OF 
SOVIET POSITION: A DEFINITE CUT-OFF DATE; AND SET OF 
"DEFINITE 'CRITERIA CORRESPONDING TO FOREGOING REQUIREMENTS. 

3. SMOLIN SAID JAN.l, 1977 CUT-OFF DATE WAS EARLIER THAN 
US-PROPOSED DATE, AND THEREFORE ESTABLISHED MORE EFFECTIVE 
LIMITATION. HE QUESTIONED US REASONS FOR SELECTING APRIL 

15, 1978 DATE. PEREZ SAID US DATE HAD SAME EFFECT AS 
SOVIET IN ESTABLISHING PRECISE CUT-OFF FOR OBLIGATION. BUT 
SECRET 

SECRET 

PAGE 03 GENEVA 08369 01 OF 02 01 1741Z 

WOULD ALLOW SIDES TO CONTINUE PROGRAMS WHICH HAD REACHED 
FLIGHT-TEST STAGE AS OF TIME OF PROPOSAL. SMOLIN ASKED 
WHICH PROGRAMS WOULD BE AFFECTED BY SOVIET DATE BUT NOT 
BY US DATE. PEREZ DECLINED TO ANSWER. AND ASKED SOVIETS 
SAME QUESTION. THEY SUGGESTED BOTH SIDES THINK QUESTION 
OVER. 

4. SMOLIN CALLED SOVIET NEW TYPES DEFINITION MAJOR STEP 
TOWARD US POSITION. HE JUSTIFIED OMISSION OF INITIAL 
WEIGHT AND TOTAL IMPULSE FROM DEFINITIONAL CRITERIA ON 
GROUNDS THEY WENT BEYOND TASK OF LIMITING NEW TYPES. WOULD 
BE SOURCE OF MISUNDERSTANDING AND AMBIGUITY IN VERIFICATION 
AND WOULD BE UNWARRANTED INTRUSION INTO TECHNICAL 

FIELD OF DESIGN. PEREZ REBUTTED ALL 3 POINTS, AND CHAL- 
LENGED SOVIET NON-INCLUSION OF PBV'S IN DEFINITION. 

5. SMOLIN SAID SOVIETS COULD NOT UNDERSTAND HOW OFF-LOADING 
OF RVS AND PENAIDS COULD PRODUCE LAUNCH- WEIGHT REDUCTION 
GREATER THAN 5 PERCENT, SINCE THROW- WEIGHT WAS SUCH A 
SMALL FRACTION OF LAUNCH-WEIGHT. SCHNEITER AGREED SUCH 
LARGE DECREASE IN LAUNCH-WEIGHTUNLIKELY, BUT SAID POSSIBIL- 
ITY EXISTED-GIVEN FACT THAT TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS 
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WERE PERMITTED UNDER NEW TYPES DEFINITION -AND SO IT WAS 
APPROPRIATE TO ALLOW FOR IT. SOVIETS APPEARED TO UNDER 
STAND RESPONSE. 

6. PEREZ PRESSED SMOLIN ON FRACTIONATION LIMIT. SMOLIN 
SAID ONLY THAT SOVIET DEFINITION OF NEW TYPE OF ICBM CON- 
TAINED ALL CRITERIA NECESSARY FOR PERIOD OBLIGATION WOULD 
BE IN FORCE. 

HEAVY BOMBER DEFINITION: CONSULTATIONS VS. COOPERATIVE 
MEASURES 

SECRET 
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7. PEREZ REPEATED WARNKE STATEMENT OF MAY 17 (REF A) ON 
US UNDERSTANDING OF SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR "CONSULTATIONS" 

ON FUTURE CRUISE MISSILE CARRIERS, I.E. THAT CONSULTATIONS 
WOULD INVOLVE CONSIDERATION OF QUESTIONS REGARDING INCLU- 
SION OF CMC'S IN 1320 LIMIT. HE SAID IT WAS US POSITION 
THAT CONSULTATIONS REQUIRED ONLY IF ONE SIDE HAD QUESTIONS 
ABOUT OTHER SIDE'S AIRPLANES, ADEQUACY OF FRODS, ETC. 
OPPORTUNITY FOR SUCH CONSULTATIONS PROVIDED FOR IN ARTICLE 
XVII. UNDER US PROPOSAL, A SIDE HAD 3 CHOICES IF DISPUTES 
UNRESOLVED THROUGH CONSULTATIONS: 

-ALTER OBSERVABLE FEATURES TO SATISFY OTHER SIDE THAT 
THEY ARE FRODS; 

-OFFER TO UNDERTAKE COOPERATIVE MEASURES TO CONFIRM FRODS 
NOT MERELY OD'S, OR TO CONFIRM CAPABILITY OR LACK OF CAPA- 
BILITY OF AIRPLANE IN QUESTION: 

-COUNT ALL AIRPLANES OF TYPE IN QUESTION IN 1320 LIMIT. 
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HE ASKED WHETHER THIS WAS CONSISTENT WITH SOVIET APPROACH. 

8. SMOLIN SAID FROD-BASED TYPE RULE AND OBLIGATORY CONSUL- 
TATIONS WERE COMPLEMENTARY. CONSULTATIONS WOULD PRECLUDE 
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MISUNDERSTANDINGS, AND SHOULD BE HELD FOR FUTURE CMC'S EVEN 
IN ROUTINE SITUATIONS WHERE SIDE SATISFIED WITH OTHER'S 
FULFILLMENT OF OBLIGATIONS ON FRODS. 

9. US PRESSED SMOLIN ON WHETHER CONSULTATIONS IN SOVIET 
VIEW WOULD DEAL ONLY WITH ADEQUACY OF FRODS. OR ALSO WITH 
QUESTION WHETHER AIRPLANES SHOULD BE INCLUDED AS CMC'S PER 
SUBPARA (C) OF ARTICLE II.3. SMOLIN SAID DISCUSSION 

WOULD BEGIN WITH BASIC QUESTION "TO INCLUDE OR NOT TO IN 
CLUDE." FROD ISSUE WOULD NOT EVEN ARISE IN SOME CASES, 

E.G. IF ALL BOMBERS OF A TYPE WERE EQUIPPED FOR CRUISE 
MISSILES. 

10. SMOLIN ASKED HOW U.S. ENVISAGED TIMING OF CONSULTA- 
TIONS WHICH WOULD TAKE PLACE REGARDING INCLUSION OF FUTURE 
HEAVY BOMBERS PER SUBPARA (B) OF ARTICLE II.3, WHERE SIDES 
AGREED CONSULTATIONS WOULD BE OBLIGATORY. PEREZ TOOK 
QUESTION FOR LATER RESPONSE. 

1 1 . SMOLIN ASKED WHETHER US STATEMENT OF MAY 5 (REF B) ON 
INCOMPATIBILITY OF ALCM'S AND SRAM RACKS ON B-52’S MEANT 
THAT ROTARY LAUNCHERS WILL BE CHANGED, OR CRUISE MISSILES 
WILL BE CHANGED. PEREZ REPEATED MAY 5 STATEMENT THAT LONG- 
RANGE CRUISE MISSILES CURRENTLY PLANNED FOR DEPLOYMENT ON 
B-52'S WOULD NOT FIT EXISTING SRAM LAUNCHERS. SMOLIN 
ASKED WHETHER OTHER LONG-RANGE CRUISE MISSILES (NOT "CUR- 
RENTLY PLANNED FOR DEPLOYMENT ON B-52'S") MIGHT FIT SRAM 
RACKS. PEREZ TOOK QUESTION. 

US REFORMULATION FOR ARTICLE VI. 5/RELATIONSHIP TO ARTICLE 

n.3 

12. SMOLIN QUESTIONED RELATIONSHIP OF REVISED US PROPOSAL 
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FOR ARTICLE VI.5 (REF C) TO ARTICLE [[.3, SINCE ONLY 
"CONVERSION" OF AIRPLANES TO CMC'S WAS MENTIONED. PEREZ 
SAID THAT CRITERIA FOR COUNTING NEWLY CONSTRUCTED CMCS 
WERE SET FORTH IN ARTICLE VI.2 SUBPARA (C), AND THAT 
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ARTICLE VI.5 SET FORTH CRITERIA ONLY FOR CONVERTED AIR- 
PLANES, BOTH PRESENT AND FUTURE. PEREZ CONFIRMED THAT IN 
BOTH CASES, REFERENCE WAS TO TIME THAT CMCS WOULD BE GIVEN 
FRODS, EXCEPT FOR B-52S, WHICH WOULD BE GIVEN OBSERVABLE 
DIFFERENCES. 

13. DISCUSSION SHIFTED TO DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SIDES' POSI- 
TIONS ON ARTICLE H.3. SMOLIN SAID SOVIETS WOULD EXEMPT 
ALL EXISTING HEAVY BOMBERS FROM FROD RULE. PEREZ SAID 
US WOULD EXEMPT ONLY B-52'S, IN EXCHANGE FOR EXEMPTION OF 
BEAR ASW'S FROM FROD RULE. UNDER US PROPOSAL, IF A B I 
WERE EQUIPPED FOR CRUISE MISSILES, ALL B-l'S WOULD COUNT 
IN 1320 IN ABSENCE OF FRODS. 

14. NEXT MEETING JUNE 6. PEREZ 
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